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SIR: 


In response to the Office Action dated June 6, 2000, Applicants request the 
reconsideration of the Final Rejection of Claims 17, 19, 21, 22, 26 and 27, for the reasons set 
forth below. ^ 

All of the claims have been finally rejected for the same reasons as set forth in the 
previous rejection of October 4, 1999. As set forth in the response filed on December 29, 
1999, Applicants respectfiiUy traverse all of these rejections, and the Examiner's attention is 
again directed to the arguments set forth at that time. 

Specifically, with regard to the rejections applied against the sole independent Claim 
26, it is noted that Applicants had pointed out that there is no description in .Tohnson et al of 
the driving of the anvil roll 26, nor is there any description that the conveyors 14 and 18 
which support and compress the wool blanket 16 are driven. Therefore, the "conveying 
device" which conveys the layer of material to the nip between the cutting roll 28 and the 
anvil roll 26 in .Tohnson et al is the cutting roll itself, which certainly conveys the wool 
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blanket at the same speed as its own circumferential speed, and so there is no disclosure in 
this reference of a conveying device driven to convey the layer of gel to the nip at a speed 
sufficiently less than the circumferential speed of the cutting roll to avoid congestion. 

Conversely, if one were to say that the conveying device in Tohnson et al was the 
conveyor belts 18, since these belts merely passively respond to the advancement of the blank 
16 by the drive of the cutting roller 28, they convey the blanket to the nip at the same speed 
as the circumferential speed of the cutting roller, and also lack the aforementioned limitation 
of Claim 26. 

As for the rejection based upon Heywood in view of Williams , it has previously been 
explained that Heywood fails to disclose a conveyor which advances a product to the cutting 
roll at a speed less than the speed of the cutting roll, and that this would indeed to contrary to 
the teachings of Heywood , since such a speed differential would tend to shift the layers of 
leaves as they are being cut. As for Williams , the Examiner has not alleged that this 
reference even teaches a conveyor driven at a speed different from that of a cutter. 
Applicants therefore again respectfiilly submit that the Examiner has failed to put forth a 
prima facie case of obviousness of Claim 26 or of any of its dependent claims. 

Applicants fixrther note that the Examiner has not responded to the substance of the 
arguments noted above. Instead, the "Response to Arguments" portion of the Final Rejection 
only responded to the arguments based upon the rejection under 35 U.S.C. §112. Applicants 
therefore respectfully submit that the Examiner has failed to support any prima facie case of 
unpatentability based upon the above-noted references. 

Regarding the rejection under 35 U.S.C. §112, first paragraph, it is noted that the 
objected to portion of the claims (e.g., that the conveying device is driven separately from the 
cutting roll) was deleted in the amendment filed on December 29, 1999. 
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Regarding the rejection under 35 U.S.C. §112, second paragraph, AppHcants note that 
the "structural cooperation" between the conveying device and the remainder of the structure 
is not the workpiece, i.e., the gel, but is instead the recitation that the conveying device is 
driven to convey the gel to the nip. It is the correlation of the conveyor function to the nip 
which provides the required inter-relationship of the elements of the claim. Claim 26 is not a 
mere statement of the characteristics of the workpiece (as in the cases found in MPEP 
§2115), but instead defines a claim characteristic by inferential reference to its relation to an 
environmental element. This has been explicitly permitted in OrthoKinetics, Inc. v. Safety 
Travel Chairs, Tnc , 806 F.2d 1565, 1 USPQ2d 1081 (Fed. Cir. 1986); MPEP §2173.05(b). 

Finally, the Examiner has both objected to the drawings as failing to disclose the 
claimed "depressions," and has disapproved Figure 5 which illustrates the claimed 
"depressions." The Examiner states that Applicants did not provide a basis in the original 
disclosure for the specific back-up roll configuration, but Applicants had already explained 
that line 12 of page 1 1 describes "notches" in the surface of the back-up roll to guide the 
edges of the cutting elements. Proposed Figure 5 shows nothing more than this. 

In summary, Applicants respectfully submit that the Examiner has failed to establish a 
prima facie case of unpatentability, or to justify the previously applied prior art rejections in 
light of the arguments raised in the last response. Applicants also respectfully submit that the 
rejections based upon 35 U.S.C. §112 are either moot or improper. The present application is 
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therefore believed to be in a condition for allowance, and so an indication of allowability is 
respectfully submitted. 


Respectfully submitted. 


OBLON, SPIVAK, McCLELLAND, 
MAIER &,NEUSTADT, P.C. 



jregory J. Maier 
Registration No. 25,599 
Robert T. Pous 
Registration No. 29,099 
Attorneys of Record 
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Commissioner: 


Attached hereto for fiUng are the following papers: 

REQUEST FOR RECONSIDERATION 

Our check in the amount of % 0.00 is attached covering any required fees. In the event any 
variance exists between the amount enclosed and the Patent Office charges for filing the above- 
noted documents, including any fees required under 37 CFR 1.136 for any necessary Extension of 
Time to make the filing of the attached documents timely, please charge or credit the difference to 
our Deposit Account No. 15-0030. A duplicate of this sheet is enclosed. 
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